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REMARKS 

riaimfi 1-51 were pending at the tixjoe of examination. No claims have been cancelled 
Clainas 1, 19, 34, 37, 40, 42^3, 46-47 and 49-51 have been amended The Applicants 
respectfblly request reconsideration based on the foregoing amendments and these remarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.$.C § 112 

Claims 34-51 were rejected und^ 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. 
In particular, the ecxprcssion **the at last one con^niter readable product" lacks antecedent basis in 
claims 34, 42-43, 46-47 and 49-51. The Applicants have amended the clairos, as well as other 
claims having the same issues, to ooirect the antecedent basis problem and submit that the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph is now moot and should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U,S-C, § 102 

Claims 1-8, 10-13, 19-28, 34-41 and 43-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by "Evite Tour,'* Evite, March 2001 (hereinafter Evite). The Applicants respectfiiUy 
traverse the rejection for the following reasons. 

Initially, the Applicants would like to point out that this reference cannot be cited under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e), since the reference is not a patent or an application for a patent 
Fuithennore, the present application is a continuation in part application filed on December 2, 
2003, and claiming priority of U.S. Patent Application No. 09/820,966, which was filed on 
March 30, 2001. The Evite refiarence, according to the Examiner, is dated **March 2001," so the 
Applicants will assume that the Examiner intended more appropriately to cite Evite under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(a) or possibly 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)p at least with respect to any subject matt^ that 
may not be supported by the priority application- 

The Applicants have amended claim 1 to more clearly define the invention and make 
more apparent the distinctions between the Applicants' invention and the subject matter 
described in the Evite reference. In particular, claim 1, as amended, now recites a method for 
provisioning services within a message interchange network . The message interchange network 
has been discussed extensively m U.S. Patent Application No. 09/820,966, which is incorporated 
by reference in the present application. However, for the sake of clarity and ease of 
understanding the present invention, some features of the message intwchange network have also 
been added to claim 1. For example, claim 1 recites that the message interchange network has "a 
plurality of services associated therewith, each of which are accessible by others of the plurality 

Arty. Docket No.: GCENP003 Page 12 of 14 Serial No.: 10727,089 

PAGE 14/16 ' RCVD AT 9/30/2005 6:33:46 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6i24' DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:16S09618301 ' DURATION (mm-ss):06-54 



SEP. 30. 2005 * 3:43PM 16509618301 



NO. 610 



P. 15 



of services, each, service representing one or more cozuputer £g7plicatioAS on. one or more 
confuting devices accessible to other co£xq)uting devices tbrough the nonage interchange 
network," that the message interchange network is "^a hosted network overlaying a public 
network'' and that the message interchange network can '^mediate messages sent between the 
services so that each service receives messages in a format specified by the respective service, 
without the senders of the messages being aware of the specified format" It is respectfully 
submitted that these features of the message interchange network distinguishes the message 
interchange network from a public network, such as the Internet, and that Bvite does not 
provision any services within such a message interchange network. 

Furthermore, the services of the present invention have been further described in claim 1 
as ''representing one or ixiore computer applications on one or more coirputing devices 
accessible to other computing devices througji the message interchange network." This further 
description ought to eliminate any confusion with respect to the cited ''dinner appointment" in 
Evite. The ranaining steps of claim 1 have been modified to include the use of a "s^ce 
manager/* which has been extensively described in, for example, paragr2?)hs 100271, and [0030| 
- 10031] of the specification, as well as the message interchange network. The service manager 
does not only trade informiation wiiih respect to the offers and the invitees, but also sets up 
permissions between an invitee and the service if the invitee accepts the offer, as recited in claim 
1 . It is respectfiiUy submitted thai Bvitc neither teaches nor suggests any services representing 
conq)uter applications and that require permissioiis to be set up between the service and an 
invitee. It is also respectfully submitted that Bvite neither teaches nor suggests a service 
manager havix]g dbie functionalities described in claim 1 . For at least these reasons the rejection 
of claim 1 is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2- 1 8 all depend from claim 1 , and are therefore neither anticipated nor obvious 
for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, and the rejections of claims 2-18 
should be withdrawn. 

Claim 1 9 is a system claim with liixutations similar to the limitations of claim 1, and is 
th^efore neither anticipated nor obvious for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to 
claim 1, and the rejection of claims 19 shoxild be withdrawn. 

Claims 20-33 all depend from claim. 19, and are therefore neither anticipated nor obvious 
for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 9, and the rejections of claims 20- 
33 should be withdrawxt 
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Claim 34 is a Beauregard claim coiresponding to claim 1 , and is therefore neither 
anticipated nor obvious for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 » and the 
rejection of claims 34 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 35-51 all depend from claim 34, and are llxerefore neither anticipated nor obvious 
for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 34, and the rejections of claims 35- 
51 should be withdrawn. 



The Applicants believe that all pendiog claims are allowable and respectfully request a 
Notice of Allowance for this application from the Examiner. Should the Bsamtner believe that a 
telephone conferrace would eaq)edit6 the prosecution of this application, the undersigned can be 
reached at the telephone number set out below. 

The Applicants hereby petition for a on&-month extension of time which may be required 
to maintain the pendency of this case, and any required fee for such ^d:eDsion or any further fee 
required in connection wiOi the filing of this Amendment is to be charged to Deposit Account 
No. 500388 (Order No. GCBNP003). 



Conchision 



Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 




Fredrik MoHbom 
Reg. No. 48,587 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(650) 961-8300 
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